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The  influences  of  intended  rating  purpose  (administrative  vs.  employee 
counseling)  and  rater  self-esteem  on  ratings  of  employee  performance  were 
examined  in  a  laboratory  study,  using  a  2x2  analysis  of  variance  design. 
Results  indicate  that  low  self-esteem  raters  assign  significantly  higher 
performance  ratings  when  performance  appraisal  information  will  be  used  to 
make  administrative  decisions  than  when  performance  ratings  will  be  used  to 
provide  employees  with  performance  feedback  and  counseling.  In  addition, 
rater  self-esteem  and  rating  purpose  affected  raters'  perceptions  of  the 
quality  of  their  evaluations.  Implications  and  alternative  interpretations 
of  the  data  are  discussed. 


%  Effects  of  Rating  Purpose  and  Rater  Self-Esteem 

on  Performance  Ratings 

In  recent  years,  performance  appraisal  research  has  begun  to  focus  on 
the  process  of  rating:  how  the  interrelation  of  various  rater,  ratee  and 
organizational  context  characteristics  might  influence  the  resulting  ratings. 
Landy  and  Farr  (1980)  have  suggested  that  a  fuller  understanding  of  performance 
appraisal  requires  such  an  interactive  focus,  and  call  for  more  research  along 
these  lines.  The  present  study  examined  the  independent  and  interactive  effects 
of  two  variables  on  performance  ratings:  1)  a  rating  process  variable--the 
intended  purpose  of  ratings  (ratings  intended  either  for  administrative  decision¬ 
making  or  performance  feedback  functions)  and  2)  a  rater  characteristic-- 
self-esteem. 

Several  studies  have  found  performance  ratings  to  be  significantly  more 
lenient  when  these  ratings  are  intended  for  administrative  use  rather  than  for 
research  purposes  (Taylor  end  Wherry,  1951;  Sharon  and  Bartlett,  1969; 

Sharon,  1970;  Landy  and  Farr,  1980).  However,  the  relative  impact  of  the  more 
typical  organizational  functions  of  performance  appraisal  information: 
administrative  decision-making  and  performance  feedback  functions,  has  yet  to 
be  explored.  Evaluation  of  this  relationship  would  be  highly  relevant  for 
ongoing  organizations,  as  performance  ratings  are  frequently  used  for  one  or 
both  of  these  two  functions. 

Ratings  intended  for  administrative  or  feedback  purposes  impact  upon  the 
employee  and  his/her  career  development  in  the  organization  in  different  ways. 

An  important  question  to  ask  is  whether  administrati ve  ratings  would  continue 
to  exhibit  the  demonstrated  pattern  of  favorability  when  compared  with  ratings 
intended  for  employee  performance  feedback.  In  order  to  answer  this  question, 
it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  rater's  perceptions  of  the  impact  of  the  ratings 
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on  the  ratee.  In  the  case  of  administrative  ratings  the  impact  is  direct--the  ' 
resulting  pay  raises  and  promotions  are  concrete,  visible  outcomes  that  affect 
the  employee's  career  in  the  organization.  The  impact  of  feedback  ratinqs  is 
attenuated  by  the  lack  of  these  immediate  outcomes,  though  performance 
improvements  from  feedback  may  contribute  to  employee  advancement  in  the  long  run. 
For  this  reason  we  would  expect  that  raters  would  be  more  prone  to  leniency  bias 
when  they  expect  performance  information  to  be  used  for  administrative  purposes. 

Individual  characteristics  that  the  rater  brings  with  him/her  to  the  rating 
task  may  Influence  performance  evaluations  (Landy  and  Farr,  1980).  Self-esteem 
may  be  one  of  many  such  influential  variables,  as  it  has  been  shown  to  affect 
perceptions  of  self-confidence  (Beer  et  al,  1959),  competency  (Gelfand,  1962), 
and  reliance  upon  the  opinions  of  others  (Hochbaum,  1954).  These  studies 
indicated  that  individuals  low  in  self-esteem  have  less  self-confidence,  feel 
less  competent,  and  rely  more  on  others'  opinions  than  do  individuals  high  in 
self-esteem.  In  addition.  Beer  et  al  (1959)  found  that  low  self-acceptinq 
individuals  are  less  able  to  exercise  independence  of  thought  in  decision¬ 
making  than  those  high  in  self-acceptance.  Individuals  low  in  self-acceptance 
are  also  less  confident  and  more  likely  to  view  criticism  as  a  threat  to  their 
self-concept  than  are  individuals  high  in  self-acceptance. 

In  spite  of  these  relevant  findings,  the  potential  influence  of  self-esteem 
on  the  assignment  of  performance  ratings  has  yet  to  be  completely  assessed. 

It  follows  from,  the  research  findings  cited  earlier  that  low  self-esteem  raters 
might  feel  less  certain  of  their  rating  judgments  due  to  their  lower  self- 
confidence  and  feelings  of  competency,  and  tend  therefore  to  assign  more  favorable 
ratings  than  Individuals  high  in  self-esteem.  Perhaps  low  self-esteem  raters 
may  be  concerned  about  unjustly  jeopardizing  the  ratee' s  future  In  the  organization, 
and  therefore  tend  to  give  the  ratee  the  "benefit  of  the  doubt"  about  his/her 
performance.  For  the  same  reasons,  we  might  expect  that  low  self-esteem  raters 
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may  be  especially  responsive  to  the  impact  of  "rating  purpose"  cues.  If  so, 
their  lenient  ratings  would  become  even  more  pronounced  when  ratings  will  be 
used  to  make  administrative  decisions  which  will  directly  affect  the  ratee. 

The  major  focus  of  the  present  study  was  an  examination  of  the  following 
hypotheses: 

1)  There  is  a  main  effect  for  rating  purpose  on  the  level  of  performance  ratings. 
Specifically,  we  expected  that  administrative  ratfngs  would  be  significantly 
more  favorable  (lenient)  than  ratings  intended  for  performance  feedback. 

2)  There  is  a  main  effect  for  rater  self-esteem  on  the  level  of  performance 
ratings  assigned.  We  expected  low  self-esteem  raters  to  assign  significantly 
more  favorable  (lenient)  ratings  than  raters  hi qh  in  self-esteem. 

3)  There  is  a  rating  purpose  x  self-esteem  interaction.  We  expected  that  the 
purpose  of  rating  would  have  a  larger  effect  on  low  self-esteem  raters  than 
on  high  self-esteem  raters. 

METHOD 

Subjects.  Seventy-one  subjects,  both  male  and  female,  were  recruited  from 
an  introductory  psychology  class,  and  randomly  assigned  to  one  of  the  two 
rating  purpose  conditions. 

Procedure.  A  2x2  analysis  of  variance  design  was  used  to  assess  the  effects 
jof  rating  purpose  and  rater  self-esteem  on  rating  favorability  and  perceived 
confidence  and  accuracy  in  rating.  All  subjects  viewed  a  videotape  of  a 
hypothetical  worker  performing  a  marble-sorting  task  (adapted  from  Scott  and 
Hamner,  1975)  and  then  rated  this  performance  on  an  appraisal  form  consisting  of 
7  7-point  ratings  (lsextremely  poor  or  extremely  disagree,  7*extremely  good  or 
extremely  agree)  covering  five  performance  dimensions:  performance  quantity, 
performance  quality,  efficiency,  motivation  and  coordination.  In  addition. 


subjects  rated  the  confidence  and  accuracy  they  felt  in  assipnina  their  ratings 
(again  on  7-point  scales).  Last,  subjects  were  asked  to  what  extent  they  would 
have  preferred  being  able  to  consult  with  other  raters  before  making  their  ratings, 
given  that  they  were  rating  individually.  It  was  expected  that  the  less  confident 
and  the  less  accurate  a  rater  felt,  the  more  likely  it  would  be  for  the  rater  to 
Indicate  a  preference  for  consulting  with  other  raters. 

In  order  to  manipulate  rating  purpose,  half  of  the  subjects  (n=34,  administra¬ 
tive  decision-making  condition)  were  informed  that  their  ratings  would  be  used 
to  help  decide  whether  or  not  the  worker  should  receive  a  pay  raise.  The  other 
half  of  the  subjects  (n=37,  performance  feedback  condition)  were  informed  that 
their  ratings  would  serve  to  help  advise  the  employee  on  how  to  become  a  better 
worker. 

Self-esteem  was  measured  by  the  Rosenberg  self-esteem  scale  (Rosenberq,  1965) 
and  high  and  low  self-esteem  was  delineated  by  a  median  split. 

Thus  the  following  four  combinations  were  obtained: 

1)  Administrative  Decision-Making  Purpose/Hiqh  Self-Esteem  (n=19) 

2)  Performance  Feedback  Purpose/High  Self-Esteem  (n=17) 

3)  Administrative  Decision-Making  Purpose/Low  Self-Esteem  (n=15) 

4)  Performance  Feedback  Purpose/Low  Self-Esteem  ( n=20) 

A  2x2  analysis  of  variance  was  performed  for  each  of  the  following  dependent 
variables: 

a)  performance  scale  composed  of  the  sum  of  the  7  performance  ratings 

b)  raters'  perceived  confidence  scores 

c)  raters'  perceived  accuracy  scores 

d)  raters'  expressed  desire  to  confer  with  other  raters 
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RESULTS 

Results  indicate  that  raters  low  in  self-esteem  are  significantly  affected 
by  rating  purpose.  Low  self-esteem  raters  assiqned  higher  ratings  in  the 
administrative  condition  than  in  the  feedback  condition  (pz.05).  However,  the 
hypothesized  main  effects  and  interaction  effect  of  purpose  and  self-esteem  on 
performance  ratings  were  not  supported,  although  all  means  were  in  the  predicted 
direction.  An  examination  of  the  cell  means  for  the  summary  performance  scale 
(refer  to  Table  1)  indicates  that  most  of  the  variance  in  performance  ratings 
can  be  attributed  to  differences  within  low  self-esteem  raters. 

As  expected,  results  also  indicate  the  tendency  for  high  self-esteem  raters 
to  feel  significantly  more  confident  (p^.05)  and  accurate  (p^.05)  in  their  ratings 
than  their  low  self-esteem  counterparts.  Contrary  to  expectation,  the  desire  to 
consult  with  other  raters  was  stronaest  for  raters  high  in  self-esteem  (d<.05). 

The  mean  accuracy,  confidence  and  desire  to  confer  ratings  are  depicted  in 
Table  2. 

In  addition,  a  main  effect  for  rating  purpose  was  observed  for  rater 
perceptions  of  the  accuracy  of  their  ratings  (p^.05).  Raters  in  the  administrative 
decision-making  condition  felt  more  accurate  in  their  ratings  than  raters  in 
the  performance  feedback  condition. 

DISCUSSION 

> 

These  findings  suggest  that  the  way  in  which  performance  appraisal  informa¬ 
tion  will  be  used  by  an  organization  may  affect  the  manner  in  which  some  groups 
of  raters  assign  performance  ratings.  Low  self-esteem  raters  are  apoarently 
influenced  by  rating  purpose;  there  is  no  evidence  that  raters  high  in  self¬ 
esteem  do  so.  Clearly  these  results  are  only  suggestive,  given  the  lack  of 
support  for  the  primary  hypotheses.  However,  they  raise  some  additional  issues 


which  are  Interesting  in  and  of  themselves.  For  instance,  an  implicit 
assumption  we  (and  others)  have  made  is  that  raters  interpret  "rating  purpose" 
Cues  In  terms  of  the  potential  impact  of  performance  evaluations  on  ratees. 
Further,  we  expected  that  raters  would  consistently  perceive  ratinqs  made  for 
administrative  purposes  as  having  a  larger  impact  on  employees  than  ratings 
made  for  feedback  purposes.  The  current  study  did  not  provide  the  necessary 
information  to  test  those  assumptions.  We  have  since  gathered,  and  are 
currently  analyzing,  data  which  will  provide  a  more  powerful  test  of  the 
original  hypotheses.  They  will  also  allow  us  to  test  these  underlying 
assumptions,  and  to  empirically  examine  some  alternative  explanations  fer  the 
manner  in  which  the  organi/at ional  function  of  performance  aopraisal  may 
affect  the  evaluation  process. 

It  also  remain*  to  he  determined  whether  the  uncertainty  presumed  to 
influence  rating  favorahility  due  in  fact  to  the  lack  of  self-confidence 
and  self-assuredness  on  the  part,  of  low  self-<  teem  raters,  or  instead  to  a 
need  for  more  relevant  performance  information--information  that  miqht  be 
obtained  from  other  raters.  If  the  latter  is  the  case,  the  finding  that 
consultation  with  other  raters  was  most  strongly  desired  by  hiah  self-esteem 
raters  Is  curious.  It  may  be,  however,  that  such  consultation  is  intended 
for  ego-enhancement,  since  high  self-esteem  raters  did  consider  themselves 
significantly  more  confident  and  accurate  in  their  rating  judgments  than  low 
self-esteem  raters.  Research  designed  to  address  these  and  related  questions 
would  provide  a  fruitful  avenue  of  future  inquiry. 
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Footnotes 

1.  A  version  of  this  paper  was  presented  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
American  Psychological  Association,  Washington,  D.  C.,  August,  1982. 
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TABLE  1 


Mean  Ratings  for  the  Summary  Performance  Scale 
by  Purpose  and  Self-Esteem 


Rating 

Purpose 


High  Self-Esteem  Low  Self-Esteem 

rer!umfnCe  29.24  29.55  29.4 

Feedback 


Administrative 

Decision-Making 


29.05  33.60 

Was  “  308 


31.3 


k 


TABLE  2 

Mean  Ratings  of  Accuracy,  Confidence  and  Desire  to  Confer 
for  High  and  Low  Self-Esteem  Raters+ 


High  Self-Esteem 

Low  Self-Esteem 

F 

Accuracy 

5.722 

5.057 

6.218* 

Confidence 

5.694 

5.086 

4.708* 

Desire  to 

Confer 

3.889  • 

4.829 

4.859* 

*(p*.05) 

+Scales  were  as  follows  for  Accuracy  and  Confidence  ratings: 
l=inaccurate  (unconfident) 

7=accurate  (confident) 

Scale  for  Desire  to  Confer  ratings  is  as  follows: 

1=  very  much  desire  to  confer 
7=  not  at  all 
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Washington,  D.C.  20360 

Naval  Material  Command 
MAT- 03 

(J.  E.  Colvard) 

Crystal  Plaza  #5 
Room  236 

Washington,  D.C.  20360 


Commanding  Officer 
Naval  Personnel  R&D  Center 
San  Diego,  CA  92152 

Naval  Personnel  R&D  Center 

Dr .  Robert  Penn 

San  Diego,  CA  92152 

Naval  Personnel  R&D  Center 

Dr .  Ed  Aiken 

San  Diego,  CA  92152 

Navy  Personnel  R&D  Center 
Washington  Liaison  Office 
Building  200,  2N 
Washington  Navy  Yard 
Washington,  D.C.  20374 


LIST  6 

NAVAL  ACADEMY  AND  NAVAL  POSTGRADUATE  SCHOOL 


Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Dr.  Richard  S.  Elster  (Code  012) 
Department  of  Administrative  Sciences 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Professor  John  Senger 
Operations  Research  and 
Administrative  Science 

Superintendent 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 

Code  1424 

Monterey,  CA  93940 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Code  54-Aa 
Monterey,  CA  93940 


Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Dr.  Richard  A.  McGonigal 

Code  54 

Monterey,  CA  93940 

U.S.  Naval  Academy 
ATTN:  CDR  J.  M.  McGrath 
Department  of  Leadership  and  Law 
Annapolis,  MD  21402 

Professor  Carson  K.  Eoyang 
Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Code  54EG 
Department  of  Administrative  Sciences 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Superintendent 

ATTN:  Director  of  Research 

Naval  Academy,  U.S. 

Annapolis,  MD  21402 


I 
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LIST  7 
HRM 


Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station 
Alameda,  CA  94591 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Submarine  Base  New  London 
P.  0.  Box  81 
Groton,  CT  06340 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 
Naval  Air  Station 
Mayport,  FL  32228 

Commanding  Officer 

Human  Resource  Management  Center 

Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Pacific  Fleet 

Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Base 

Charleston,  SC  29408 

Commanding  Officer 
Human  Resource  Management  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis 
Millington,  TN  38054 

Human  Resource  Management  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis  (96) 
Millington,  TN  38054 


Commanding  Officer 
Human  Resource  Management  Center 
1300  Wilson  Boulevard 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Commanding  Officer 
Human  Resource  Management  Center 
5621-23  Tidewater  Drive 
Norfolk,  VA  23511 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet 

Norfolk,  VA  23511 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station  Whidbey  Island 
Oak  Harbor,  WA  98278 

Commanding  Officer 

Human  Resource  Management  Center 

Box  2  3 

FPO  New  York  09510 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Naval  Force  Europe 

FPO  New  York  09510 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Box  60 

FPO  San  Francisco  96651 
Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 

COMNAVFORJAPAN 

FPO  Seattle  98762 


LIST  8 

NAVY  MISCELLANEOUS 

Naval  Military  Personnel  Command 
HRM  Department  (NMPC-6) 

Washington,  D.C.  20350 


LIST  15 

CURRENT  CONTRACTORS 


Dr.  Clayton  P.  Alderfer 
Yale  University 

School  of  Organization  and  Management 
New  Haven,  Connecticut  06520 

Dr.  Richard  D.  Arvey 
University  of  Houston 
Department  of  Psychology 
Houston,  TX  77004 

Dr.  Stuart  W.  Cook 

Institute  of  Behavioral  Science  #6 

University  of  Colorado 

Box  482 

Boulder,  CO  80309 
Dr.  L.  L.  Cummings 

Kellogg  Graduate  School  of  Management 
Northwestern  University 
Nathaniel  Leverone  Hall 
Evanston,  IL  60201 

Dr.  Richard  Daft 
Texas  A&M  University 
Department  of  Management 
College  Station,  TX  77843 

Bruce  J.  Bueno  De  Mesguita 
University  of  Rochester 
Department  of  Political  Science 
Rochester,  NY  14627 

Dr.  Henry  Emurian 
The  Johns  Hopkins  University 
School  of  Medicine 
Department  of  Psychiatry  and 
Behavioral  Science 
Baltimore,  MD  21205 

Dr.  Arthur  Gerstenfeld 
University  Faculty  Associates 
710  Conmonwealth  Avenue 
Newton,  MA  02159 

Dr.  Paul  S.  Goodman 
Graduate  School  of  Industrial 
Administration 
Carnegie-Mellon  University 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15213 

Dr.  J.  Richard  Hackman 
School  of  Organization 
and  Management 
Box  1A,  Yale  University 
New  Haven,  CT  06520 


Dr.  Herry  Hunt 

College  of  Business  Administration 
Texas  Tech.  University  (Box  4320) 

Lubbock,  TX  79409 

Dr.  Lawrence  R.  James 
School  of  Psychology 
Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Atlanta,  GA  30332 

Dr.  F.  Craig  Johnson 
Department  of  Educational  Research 
Florida  State  University 
Tallahassee,  FL  32306 

Dr.  Allan  P.  Jones 
University  of  Houston 
4800  Calhoun 
Houston,  TX  77004 

Dr.  Dan  Landis 
Department  of  Psychology 
Purdue  University 
Indianapolis,  IN  46205 

Dr.  Frank  J.  Landy 
The  Pennsylvania  State  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
417  Bruce  V,  Moore  Building 
University  Park,  PA  16802 

Dr.  Bibb  Latane 

The  University  of  North  Carolina 
at  Chapel  Hill 
Manning  Hall  026A 
Chapel  Hill,  NC  27514 

Dr .  Edward  E ,  Lawler 
University  of  Southern  California 
Graduate  School  of  Business  Administration 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90007 

Dr.  Edwin  A.  Locke 

College  of  Business  and  Management 

University  of  Maryland 

College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dr.  Fred  Luthans 
Regents  Professor  of  Management 
University  of  Nebraska-Lincoln 
Lincoln,  NE  68588 


LIST  15  (CONTINUED) 


Dr.  R.  R.  Mackie 
Human  Factors  Groups 
5775  Dawson  Street 
Goleta,  CA  93117 

Dr.  William  H.  Mobley 

College  of  Business  Administration 

Texas  A&M  University 

College  Station,  TX  77843 

Dr.  Lynn  Oppenheim 
Wharton  Applied  Research  Center 
University  of  Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia,  PA  19104 

Dr.  Thomas  M.  Ostrom 
The  Ohio  State  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
116E  Stadium 
404C  West  17th  Avenue 
Columbus,  OH  43210 

Dr.  William  G.  Ouchi 
University  of  California, 

Los  Angeles 

Graduate  School  of  Management 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90024 

Dr.  Charles  Perrow 
Yale  University 
I.  S.  P.  S. 

Ill  Prospect  Avenue 

New  Haven,  Connecticut  06520 

Dr.  Irwin  G.  Sarason 
University  of  Washington 
Department  of  Psychology,  NI-25 
Seattle,  WA  98195 

Dr.  Benjamin  Schneider 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Maryland 
College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dr.  Edgar  H.  Schein 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology 
Sloan  School  of  Management 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

H.  Ned  See lye 

International  Resource  Development,  Inc. 
P.  0.  Box  721 
La  Grange,  IL  60525 


Dr.  H.  Wallace  Sinaiko 
Program  Director,  Manpower  Research 
and  Advisory  Services 
Smithsonian  Institution 
801  N.  Pitt  Street,  Suite  120 
Alexandria,  VA  22314 

Dr.  Richard  M.  Steers 
Graduate  School  of  Management 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  OR  97403 

Dr.  Siegfried  Streufert 
The  Pennsylvania  State  University 
Department  of  Behavioral  Science 
Milton  S.  Hershey  Medical  Center 
Hershey,  PA  17033 

Dr.  James  R.  Terborg 
University  of  Oregon  West  Campus 
Department  of  Management 
Eugene,  OR  97403 

Dr.  Harry  C.  Triandis 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Illinois 
Champaign,  IL  61820 

Dr.  Howard  M.  Weiss 
Purdue  University 

Department  of  Psychological  Sciences 
West  Lafayette,  IN  47907 

Dr.  Philip  G.  Zimbardo 
Stanford  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Dr.  Philip  Wexler 
University  of  Rochester 
Graduate  School  of  Education 
and  Human  Development 
Rochester,  NY  14627 


